I put forward a version of the Cartesian Argument from Doubt for mindbody dualism. My version utilizes de re statements, which means that it is not vulnerable to the usual charge of intensional fallacy. The key de re statement is, 'Body is such that its existence is entailed by Mind's believing that Body does not exist' , which is false, whereas the respective 'Mind is such that its existence is entailed by Mind's believing that Body does not exist' is true.
Descartes's Argument from Doubt for mind-body dualism is, roughly, the following: Because one cannot (rationally) doubt the existence of one's mind but can (rationally) doubt the existence of one's body, it follows that one's mind is numerically distinct from one's body. 1 My purpose in this paper is to challenge the received view that arguments of this kind fail, by suggesting a valid and sound modified version of the Cartesian Argument, with de re readings of the relevant statements about the mind and the body.
Before going into my version of Descartes's Argument, I need to make clear the distinction between de dicto and de re. It is basically a scope distinction that may be characterized roughly by saying that in a de dicto statement, but not in a de re statement, the relevant term occurs within the scope of an intensionality-producing verb or operator. More precisely, let us call the position of a singular term 'b' in a statement in which occurs, extensional if the following substitutivity principle (PS) holds for good: Utilizing lambda abstraction, the de re statement 'λx(Fx)b' -or, equivalently, '∃x(b = x & Fx)' -may fail to be equivalent with the de dicto statement 'Fb' , because the position of 'x' in 'Fx' may be intensional. For example, b may be such that it is believed by somebody, s, to be a G (or, λx(B s Gx)b -de re), without it being true that s believes that b is a G (or, B s Gb -de dicto).
It is customary to put forth that the distinctness conclusion in the Argument from Doubt is reached by an application of Leibniz's Law (of the indiscernibility of identicals) -if b = c, then whatever is true of b is true of c (and vice versa, whatever is true of c is true of b). However, in order to avoid certain complications and misunderstandings connected with this principle, I shall utilize only the following incontestable principle of substitutivity in extensional positions: The point to be utilized below is that in a de re statement the relevant term is in an extensional position. So, if 'b' and 'c' are co-referring and 'λx(B s Gx)b' is true, then, by PSE, 'λx(B s Gx)c' is true as well. (Note that 'b' and 'c' may be any terms that (purport to) refer to or designate an individual, even definite descriptions.)
Proceeding then into my modification of the Argument from Doubt, I take it for granted that we can say that minds have mental states such as believing. Let us take as our example a certain person who believes, mistakenly, that his body does not exist. Call his mind 'Mind' and his body (or brains) 'Body' . Since a nonexistent mind (as it were) could not believe anything, it seems evidently true that (1*) Mind is such that its existence is entailed by Mind's believing that Body does not exist, that is, (3*) Body is such that its existence is entailed by Mind's believing that Body does not exist.
Arguably, this is false: There is no such true entailment claimed in (3) as there is in (1). Therefore, since (1) is true, the assumed co-reference of 'Mind' and 'Body' is false. 5 That is, dualism is confirmed: The mind is numerically distinct from the body.
The standard objection to Descartes's Argument from Doubt is that it commits the intensional fallacy: the argument is compared (for example) to the obviously mistaken derivation of distinctness from, say, Alan's believing that Orwell is a writer and not believing that Blair is a writer. It is often thought that Descartes makes such a mistake in his version of the argument. No such fallacy is committed in the present version: the positions of relevant singular terms are extensional.
Secondly, even Leibniz Law is sometimes denied: Jacquette (2011) does so in connection with Descartes's Argument. To my mind this is preposterous but in any case that Law isn't utilized in the argument of this paper, only the indisputable PSE.
Thirdly, Paul M. Churchland, for example, might claim that my version of the argument begs the question. Churchland (1988, 33) This is not a place to ponder over the question whether 'existence is a predicate ' . 4 note that if a singular term occurs in a sentence in two (or more) positions, a salva veritate substitution need not be uniform (in these positions) -cf. (PSE). Since (1) is of the form Smm, with both m's in extensional positions, (3), being of the form Smb, is justified by (PSE).
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Of course, Leibniz's Law works here as well: If (1) is true and (3) is false, then 'Mind = Body' is false.
[(6*)] My mental states are not identical with my brain states. He admits that being knowable by introspection is 'a genuine property of a thing' -that is, I gather, that the first two sentences are to be construed as de re statements -but insists that the proponent of this argument begs the question in taking the second sentence as true: 'For if mental states are indeed brain states, then it is really brain states we have been introspecting all along, though without fully appreciating what they are' (Churchland 1988, 33) . Now, writing 'K' for 'knowable by introspection' , the argument above, as I understand it, is as follows:
Churchland's objection is that the dualist begs the question because this argument can be turned around to yield (4) & ~(6) / ~(5). And he is right: The dualist seems to have no independent support for the claim that (5), rather than ~(6), is true.
In general, an argument of the form p & q / r can always be reversed into p & ~r / ~q. Then sometimes the very heart of the matter is whether q or ~r should be accepted, or whether the proponent of the first argument or the proponent of the second is begging the question. And it is inherent in the Cartesian Argument that the monist opponent can claim that accepting a premise like (5) or the negation of (3)/(3*) begs the question against the identity theory.
However, in the case of my version of the argument, we have, corresponding to ~(5), (3*) Body is such that its existence is entailed by Mind's believing that Body does not exist.
(3) λx(B m ~ Eb ⇒ Ex)b. The falsity of this does have some independent support: There appears not to be such entailment as claimed in (3). In short, my version turns on the entailment that definitely holds for Mind and certainly appears not to hold for Body. Hence, if the identity theorist objects my argument in the manner Churchland counters (4) & (5) / (6) -i.e. by merely stating that if m = b then (5) is false -it is he or she who begs the question.
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